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Overview
• Methodology of joint WSU/WMU research project
• Faculty survey of both institutions
• Quantitative and qualitative results
• Discover ideas of how to rein in disparate instructional 
efforts at your own institutions
• Questions and discussion
• Parting thoughts
Rationale for Study
• ACRL Framework has prompted new mandate for IL programs.
• Librarians must work in tandem with faculty to achieve IL goals.
• Ithaka S+R US Faculty Survey 2015* results reveal increasing 
faculty concerns about students' IL skills.
• Little research has been done on teaching faculty's response to 
the Framework.
*DOI: https://doi.org/10.18665/sr.277685
Framework for 
Information Literacy for 
Higher Education ToC
Objectives of the Survey
To discover from the teaching faculty:
• Perception of importance of IL to student academic success
• Value faculty place on each of the six Frames
• Disciplinary language faculty suggest to describe the Frames
• How faculty collaborate with librarians
• Reasons why faculty do not work with librarians
Methodology
2 large Midwestern
public state institutions
Used Qualtrics to administer 
anonymous, 10-question survey
Total number of responses: 243
23,556 Enrollment
890 FT Faculty
Response Rate 8.9%
79 usable surveys
27,222 Enrollment
1,677 FT Faculty
Response Rate 9.8%
164 usable surveys
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College of Arts and 
Sciences, 38%


Which ONE of the six frames do you think 
teaching faculty ranked the highest?
To vote online, visit menti.com and enter code 
587839
After voting stay in menti.com.
#1 Research as Inquiry
#2 Searching as Strategic Exploration
#3 Information has Value
#4 Scholarship as Conversation
#5 Information Creation as a Process
#6 Authority is Constructed and Contextual

Unit Information Literacy
Research as 
Inquiry
Searching as 
Exploration
Information 
Value
Scholarship 
as 
Conversation
Information 
Creation Authority Unit
Business 4.54 4.08 4.15 4.69 4.15 4.23 4.15 Business
Education 4.84 4.50 4.58 4.61 4.26 4.29 4.26 Education
Engineering & 
Computer 
Science
4.11 4.22 3.89 4.22 3.78 3.78 4.22
Engineering & 
Computer 
Science
Fine Arts 4.82 4.48 4.36 4.39 4.12 4.18 4.00 Fine Arts
Health Sciences 4.95 4.44 4.68 4.17 4.37 4.27 3.76 Health Sciences
Humanities 4.93 4.70 4.27 4.37 4.50 4.20 4.40 Humanities
Sciences 4.92 4.77 4.69 4.31 4.31 4.15 4.08 Sciences
Social Sciences 4.75 4.50 4.58 4.42 4.50 4.10 4.06 Social Sciences
Social Work 4.88 4.63 4.00 4.50 4.38 4.38 3.75 Social Work
Total 4.81 4.49 4.47 4.40 4.33 4.19 4.08 Total
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Q. Regarding the information literacy concepts above, what alternate 
terminology might you suggest for relevance and understanding for 
students in your discipline?
N=66
Themes (≥12)
Lacks Clarity or Uses Jargon (21)
Students will not understand (13)
Types of Authority (19)
Types of Sources (12)
research vs. RESEARCH (12)
The jargon used is quite 
dense. The literacy levels 
expressed in the 
statements are 
stratosheric [sic]: 
astroliteracy required.
Image Credit: http://kdl.kyvl.org/catalog/xt75736m0s6q_351_246
These are in no way succinct...
The language around them 
was so jargonistic it was hard 
to tell what the point was.
The language presupposes a 
high academic level.
Image Credit: http://collections.carli.illinois.edu/cdm/ref/collection/usf_share/id/400
The situations/people to which the 
findings can be generalized – i.e., there is 
no one Truth – can differ for different 
subgroups of population.
"Ethos," or the perceived credibility of 
the author/speaker and the authority 
they have to speak on a particular 
subject .
"Pick authoritative sources...but know who the authority is 
and what their qualifications are. Information is inherently 
biased...be aware of the bias of the source and your bias 
towards methods of delivery. Information is valuable in many 
ways. Information evolves over time. Finding good 
information is a complex process."
Response from Faculty, Science, 11-20 years experience
Q. What alternate terminology might you suggest for relevance and 
understanding for students in your discipline?
Why do Faculty Collaborate?
Photo Credit: http://kdl.kyvl.org/catalog/xt75736m0s6q_345_1
"I have collaborated with a 
librarian in a course because I am 
certainly not as skilled as a 
professional in that area, and I can 
honestly say that I learn quite a bit 
each and every time the librarian 
speaks with my students. The 
students also find it very 
beneficial."










Suggest a strategy for collaborating when...
1) #noneed
2) #unaware
3) #time
4) #open
To enter your suggestions using the hashtags 
above. Visit menti.com and enter code 587839
Questions and 
Discussion
Parting Thoughts
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